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TOWARDS A BROADER COMCEPT OF EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT

James L. Wardrop
Center for Instructional Research and Curriculum Evaluation
University of I1linois at Urbama-Champaign

I find it very difficult to delineate a term like "educational
assessment."” At times, I am unable to differentiate this concept from
"measurement.” To assess in one sense is to measure. Tax assessors,
after all, ‘assess" my property through what seems to me some mystical
procedure of ‘'measuring' its dollar value. A similar use is frequently
found when educatcrs speak of ‘“assessing" pupil performance by enploying
some test or another. Here, too, assessment would seem to be synonymous
with measurement. The National Assessment of Educational Progress, under
the sponsorship of the Educational Commission of the States, seems to
have been named on this basis.

At other times, one encounters '‘assessment' used as synonymous
with “evaluation."” 1In fact, one definition given in the third edition

of Webster's New Intermational Dictionary is "An appraisal or evaluation

(as of merit).”" Thus, we "assess"” the effectiveness of a state's Title
IIIsﬁrogram._ |

If 1 apply what seems to me to be ‘some logical thlnking, I.
come up w1th one statement to the effect that “assessment equals measure-—

‘ment"rand’another wh1ch-1nd1cates_that ﬁassessment-equals evaluatlon.
5y“my reasoning, I should now conclude that "measurement equals evaluation.
But I know that ain t so'- Besides, what do T do about some*hing called

' neeés assessment,’ which according to a recent Educational Testing

Service report (Educational Testing Serv1ce, 1971), is unIversal..;.’

-l'!"zz--l'n jl.;ffféfg i
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Every state has conducted such a program, or is currently doing so, or
is planning to recycle a completed one.'?
Because of these various uses of the term "educational assess-
ment,"’ I-feel that my first task in this presentation should be to
attempt to delineate the concept of assessment in such a way as‘to differ-
" entiate it from measurement, en the one hand, and from evaluation, on
the other. (For a somewhat different apprdach which deals with these
same three terms, see Bloom's (1970) paper and subsequent discussions
by Glass (1970), Guilford (1970), and especially Scriven's (1970) reaction.)
In ar. educational context, a rigorous, physical-science oriented
conceptualizationvof measurement is generally inappropriate. Measurement
basically involves the use of aumerical values to represent attributes
of objects. An attribute, in order to be measurable, must fit the spec—
ifications of a quantitative variable. Additionally, some unit of meas-
urement must be established. Essentially, measurement may be defined
as an "assessment of magnitude" (jones, 1971).
4We now have a definition of measurement as a particular kind
of assessment of certain kinds of attributes. The implication is that
we may "assess' 1n'ways.other than by measurlng.; iherevis,something
more Involved in assessment than 31mp1y collectlng and report ing meas-
urements. fa )
Perhaps two illustratlons w111 help me to elaborate on the
"something more. Flrst,lconsider the Natlonal Assessment program men— S

btioned-earlier; On the. surface, we thlnk of Natlonal Assessment in terms .



-3~

of the exercises administered and the results reported. If there were
nothing more to National Assessment than developing, administering,
scoring, and reporting results of exercises, it WOuld better be called

the "National Measurement"” program. What more is there to the program
which justifies the use of 'assessment' in!$ts name? Consider the activ-
ities which precede exercise development. Considerable effort is expended
in developing statements of goals and objectives for each of the content
areas in which measurement is to occur. Indeed, it is just this charac-
teristic which is shared-by the National Assessment project and the vari-
ous statewide "needs assessment' programs. Prior to the specification,
selection or development, and implementation of particular measurement

techniques or strategies, considerable effort is devoted to making

qualitative decisions about what to measure. Thus, assessment includes

measurement, but additionally involves those qualitative and judgmental
activities which go intovdetermining what and how to measure. One might
additionally include as a part of ome's conception of assessment the
processes of incorporating nou—quaptitati#e operations, of synthesizing
the information obtained, and of making value—judgments about the
actributes under investlgatloa. |

One essentlal companent of all assessment actxvity is measure-
ment, It is tﬁis feature nnich for me most sharply differentiates assess-

ment from evaluaflon. I can point to some aspects of eValuatlon whlch

“involve neither measurement nor assessment. "All evaluatlon," as Stake

(1969) once wrote,_"deals explicitly with the worth of somethlng But

it need not 1nvolve assessing that "something.
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To summarize this attempt at clarification {which you may
regard as obfuscation), we have three terms which differ among themselves
in their specificity and their comprehensiveness. DMeasurement is the
most specific,-referring to our procedures for obtaining estimates of
quantitative magnitude. Assessment iﬁcludes, in addition to measure-
ment, the processes through which goals and objectives are established,
in which decisions are made about what to measure. Additionally, assess-—
ment allows the inclusion of qualitative information and the synthesis
and interpretation of the information cbtained. Evaluation, the most
general of the three terms, sometimes includes assessment, but also
allows for some approaches which simply do nect £it with my use of the
term “assessment.” o

With this incomplete, but hopefully sufficient, delineation
of terms, I hope in the remainder of this presentation to show how our
conceptualization of educational assessment has evolved-during the past

few years and to make some very speculative predictions about likely

future trends.

The Eight-Year Study

A.landmark in the development of modern concepts of educational
assessment was the‘Eight-Year Study carried out by the Progressive Educa—
tion Association during the 1930's. In particular, the work of the
Evaluation Staff, under the. leadership of Ralph W. Tyler,'remains as one;
of the most important contributions ever made to eaucational evaluation.:

(T find the Tylerian.view of evaluation" corresponding quite closely
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to my own notions of ''assessment.” In order to relate Tyler's work to
the contemporary scene, I am going to use the former term, consistent
with Tyler's own use, with the understanding that it is in the marrower
sense of "assessment” that it should be interpreted.

In describipg the purposes and procedures of the evaluation
staff, Tyler (1942) presented the basic assumptions of the evaluation
staff and described the general procedures they employed. Because
these assumptions and procedures continue to have substantial influence
on current evaluation practice, even more than theory, I am going to
- review them here.

There were eight particularly important assumptions made:

1. "Education is a process which seeks to change
the behavior patterns of human beings."

2. "The kinds of changes in behavior patterns of human
beings which the schocl seeks to bring about are
its educational objectives."

3. "“Ap educational program is appraised [assessed] by
finding out how far the objectives of the program
 are actually being realized.”

4. "guman behavior is ordinarily so complex that it
camiot be adequately described or measured by a
single term or a single dimension."”

Because the next assumption is so very important, I am going to present
Tyler's complete elaboration of it.

5. "The way in which the student organizes his behavior
patterns is an important aspect to be appraised.
There is always the danger that the identification
of these various types of objectives will result inm
their treatment as isolated bits of behavior. Thus,
the recognition that an-aducational program. seeks to

~ change the student's information, skills, ways of -
- thinking, attitudes, -and jnterests, may result in

6 -
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an evaluation program which appraises the develop-
ment of each of these aspects of behavior separately,
and makes no effort to relate them. . . . The way
the student grows in his ability to relate his
various reactions is an important aspect of his
development and an important part of any evaluation
of his educational achievement."

6. "The~methods of evaluation are not limited to the
giving of paper and pencil tests; any device which
provides valid evidence regarding the progress of
students toward educational objectives is appropriate.”

7. "The nature of the appraisal influences teaching and
learning."

8. "The responsibility for evaluating the school program
belong{s] to the staff and clientele of the school."”

(Tyler, 1942, pp. 11-14)

Given these assumptions (which could well have been written
in 1972 rather than 1942), the general assessment procedure imvolved
seven major steps: formulating objectives, classifying objectives,
defining objectives in terms of behavior, suggesting situations in
which the achievement of objectives will be shown, selecting and trying
promising evaluation methods, developing and improving the more prom-—
ising of these appraisal methode, and devising means for interpreting
and using the resuliz of the various instfuments.

The efforts of Tyler and his staff continue to bear fruit.
The decade of the 1960's saw an unprecedented exploitation of what has
come to be called the "Tylerian model" of evaluation. (See, e.g.,
Glass [undated] ) The specification of behavioral objectives and subse-
quent appraisal of an educational product in terms of the extent to
which those objectives are in fact attained is perhaps the most perva-

sive of all evaluation strategies.

. -
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Popham (1969, p. 33) took perhaps the most optimistic view of

the value of stating educaticnal objectives in terms of learmer behaviors

when he wrote:

We are at the brink of a new era regarding the explica-
ticn of instructional goals, an era whichk promises to
yield fantastic improvements in the quality of imstruction.

It remained for Sullivan (1969) to spell out the implications
of the specification of objectives for educational assessment. His
treatment of the role of objectives in evaluation exemplifies what we

might call the "neo~Tylerian' philosophy:

Curriculum experts have emphasized the importance of
precise instructional objectives for two primary
purposes: planning instruction and assessing its
effects.... Good instructional planning is based
upon an assessment of the skills possessed by the
intended student population, and the evaluation of
instruction obviously must be based upon measurement
of its outcomes.... The use of instructional objec—
tives in evaluation can lead to educational improve-
ment by resulting in the development and adoption of
more effective curricula and by revealing the learming
deficiencies of individual students and indicating
appropriate treatments to overcome them.

(Sullivan, 1969, pp. 80-81)
Other writers (e.g., Atkin, 1963; Eisner, 1967) have taken
exception to the missionary zeal with which advocates of an objectives
orientation to evalpationlhave preseﬁted their case. Moré recently,

Scriven* has proposed what might be called a ‘radical alternative," which

%*Scriven, M. "Goal-Free Eb‘aluation," _dev’elo’ped' as a part of a planning

project for the National Institute of Education and given only limited
distribution. ‘ - : . ' S
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he has christened "goal-free evaluation."” In essence, he is proposing
thatTg;;gggng:g‘ﬁlans be developed independently of the stated goals
and objectives of the project being evaluated. From the evaluator's
point of view, orienting his assessment afforts around instructional
objectives stated behaviorally is very seductive. His instrumentation
task is made much easier if such specifications of desired learning
outcomes are available. Under these conditioms, it is a reasonably
straightforward effort to develop appropriate measurement zrocedures
to assess these outcomes. Such a strategy is of course best suited to
the kind of evaluation in which a program is judged in terms of how
well it achieves.ggg_goals,'rather than, say, how well it achieves as
compared to some other program or programs. (Scriven reminds us that
we should not lose sight of the more important question: How good is
the program? “'Thus,” he writes‘[1967, p. 53], “evaluation proper must
include, as an equal partner of the measuring of performance against
goals, procedures for the evaluation of the goals.™)

Let us now look at some of the difficulties currently being
encountered through the ardent pursuit of an obgectives—based approach
to educational assessment: |
| Recent pressures for accountaoility and- the belief that there
is a substantial group of pupils not being served by the educational

establishment are among the.influences whlch have made performance con—-

F;_____ggg; a popular innovatlon. Basicclly, performance contracting is
an arrangement in which an outside agency (the contractor) as3umes the _

_responsibility for some or all of a,school or system s instructional
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program in some’ or all content areas for some or all pupils. Thus,

.school system might engage some company ‘to provide basic reading instruc—f
btion for all fifth—grade pupils whose level of reading achievement is |
some specified amoun* below-their grade placement._ An essential featu_
'of performance contracts 1s the provision that the contractor s remu—
b'neration 1is to be‘based partlally on galns in pupil performance on

andardized tests.; Typically, Cnother portion of the remnneration is _fl

‘iron the bas1s of pupil performance on the criterionrreferenced" measures

L:i'incorporated in the contractor s instructional package.r Here is theﬁf

“~pproduct—or1ented assessment picture in clear and unmistakable focus.

From the contractor 'S perspectrve, his livelihood depends directly, not -
'on his ability to produce changes, hut on his ab111ty to- produce meas—

’a;urable chang in pupil performance., Many measurement problems have

VQV:heen highlighted as a result of the performance contracting phenomenon

' (see, e,g., Feldmesser,,1971, Stake, 1971 Stake anneﬂardron, 1971"and

igwardrop, l971 a and b), and a. few‘alternative approaches have been

,zﬁsuggested. If you choose to explore this topic, you will find few

"ﬂjlnstances 1n which the appropriatenesspof a focus“on outcome variables"
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of American.education, the 1mpact on assessment of the launching by the
Sov1ets of fhe first earth satellite was unmistakable, albeit delayed
and indirect. The late 1950's and early 1960's saw the beginnlngs of
the large, national curriculumrdevelopment pro;ects, proJects whose
~dinitials are in all our vocabularies. PSSC SMSG BSCS UICSM, etc.
To varying degrees, each of these curriculum reform projects. engaged in
i efforts to ‘evaluate their products. Perhaps I can best capture the
nature of the changing conceptualizatlon of assessment during this period
by quoting frOm.Glass (undated, pp. 16-17)
...the men WhO had been involved in the "curriculum ,
" movement™ of the late 1950's...carried with them
into the late 1960's the baggage of objective
achievement testing, taxonomies of objectives, the
behavioral statement of instructional goals, etc....
[But} a model of evaluation was needed that would
determine the value. (worth, benefits) ‘of activ1ties
as diverse as a mobile 1earning laboratory for
children of migrant workers in- WaShington.state,,
COmputerized system. of retrieving research infor-

mation for- ‘teachers in Colorado.- ‘and a,legitimate
thea:re for underprivileged children in New Orleans....

dd"It seems unlikely," Glass oncludes,f"that the Tylerian model of eval—f
uation can grow . to meet . the new responsibllities of educational evalua—‘

In turning to Glass for ouridenouementffor the Tylerian approach o

- nwe have gotten a 1ittle aheadfof ourselveswinlc‘_ 'ffﬁﬁﬁ we were Just

fbeginning to consider the 1mpaet of: thefcurriculum'reform movement upon »ff

educational assessment._g'

It is: generally true that the.twoumajor componen“'naffﬁgét,_,,

V:f‘assnssment efforts in connectlon with the curric 'um "eformip_o‘ects of e

*fthe 1ate 1950'5 and earlY 1960's were tne Tylerian OthCtives'°riented"sﬁ*;7
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'strategy'and the tradition of experimental design borrowed from the

researchers.v The Tylerian model was especially seductive, because the

“:'specification of objectives, which is the sine gua non and greatest

- ;vgftive strategies devised to dEal with theﬁ»roblem._

'challenge of this approach, is a part of the curriculum development
,_process 1tse1f, so that much of this part of the job was already done.
hThe results of a nuwber of the early assessment efforts along these"
: lines were mixed.. One of the most dramatic kinds of findings was that
a curriculum pac&age which appeared gratifyingly successful when employed
'under the careful superv131on ‘of the development staff and under care’
.fully controlled conditions of administration woulg appear to: be "nO»
‘better" if not in fact worse than existing offerings when subJected to
field-test conditions. Why this apparent anomaly should have occurred
"_seems obv1ous to us now, a decade 1ater. At the time, however, it took
conszderable exploration.to uncover the fact that often what teachers ,7‘_
_,were_____g_in the classroom Was essentially independent of the materials
-h”they used.r Even though a teacher were given SMBGrmathematics materials
' to use," heHwould continue in his classroom behav1or to act .as’ if he
jwere using the traditional mathematics materials.. I do not, in thls

“»Vpresentation, want to get 1nto a con31deration.of~some of the correc—‘7

In the.context of

1¥jeducationa1 ass:"sment, thlipoant is tha. S| e‘people

- that assessments of educationa1~programs: ust attend<not~onl 'togpupil“f__.igi‘




-12-

Do‘not misunderstand me. I do mot mean to imply that no one had ever
before considered such transactlons as a part of educational assessment,‘
nor do I w1sh to indicate that assessments ‘of process variables have
ever predominated {or ever‘should5 for that matter), Rather, I want to
‘ indicate.that the relative.enphasis on so-called: process variables.
increased markedly at that time. | | | |

k By way of 111ustration, consider the study by Anderson (1968),
which reported on an evaluatlon which employed the comparatxve field
. experiment methodology. In describing the conceptual background of the
'_study, he dealt with sone of the problems which indicate the need for

assessing transactional ‘events:

There are no procedural features of 1essons that
are invariably associared with greater student .
achievement. Neither small steps, nor active
vresponding, nor immediate feedback, nor a warm
,classroom climate, ‘nor a sequence from concrete
to abstract, nor: the provision for self-direction
- and . self-pacing,‘nor mult1~med1a stimulus ‘bob—
“bardment-—singly or in the aggregate—-guarantee
,successful instruction..y ; :

(Anderson, 1968, PP- 3-4)

In his study, Anderson did 1n.fact collect considerahle data '

'-l on the manner in:which.the treatment:(a self-instructional<program )




~13-

'time_for students to study the progran while, at the opposite extreme,
there were teachers~who_used the program, and only the program, to teach
population genetics.”" When teachers were classifiel according to how
they assigned the program, some interesting differences in pupil achieve-
ment were noted.. (The detaiis of Anderson's findings are not of concern
here, so I will leave it to you.to'read the original report if you are
interested.) | | |

| Injhis study, Anderson chose to asseSS transactions through
various self—reportﬁtechniqnesff One of the alternatives’fof”assessing

‘classroom transactions is the use of observers who complete7s0me claes—
room observation form. Considering the place5of classroom interaction>
information in assessment Stake (1970a, p. Zj»noted.that'"Even people

_who expect that the particular ways a. teacher and ch11d interact have
little effect on what he learns are 1ike1y to want to keep track of
classroom conditions within which. more crucial' forces acted.... Mbst‘
‘[e*aluation report readersi look for some data on. the ways in which |

':'teacher and.students Jnteracted. | o |

’A few paragraphs later, Stake (ibld., p. 5) concluded‘

. The disgraceful aspect of theievaluatlon of th0usands
- of educational_innovations,in'them ‘st decade is not’
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In spite of some extensive_work on systems for observing and
classifying classroom interactions—-which has, by the way, resulted in
the development of some 70 or so different observational systems—it
is still true,las Rosenshine and Furst (in press) noted, that:

Just as it is relatively easy to develop new

observational systems, it has been fairly easy

for educators to develop lists of teaching skills.

Unfortunately, the teaching skills, just like the

observational _systems, are seldom validated against

: measures of student growth. .

‘ .A somewhat different perspective on transactionsvhas begun to
emerge very recently with the increasing popularity of what has been
called “open education. i In such a setting, where indrv1duals and
small groups of pupils pursue unique learning tracks with but minimal
. prescription, how does one even begin to assess the effectxveness of
‘lthe overall approach’ Wblf (1971) suggests that it is the nature of
the transactions, encounters, and the process of learning which prov1de
the components which ultimately differentiate open education from the
 more traditional "teacher—centered" orientations. This conceptualiza-
‘tion, supported by Stake s (1967) and Scriven s (1967) arguments for.
the importance of transactions, Eisner s (1969) treatment of "expressrvehpb'
l;objectives," and Arnstine s (1964, 1967) argument.for transactions that ‘

ffhave "aestheticuquality,“-leads him to conclude that "transactions are vg';ff;‘

i?part of the 1earning process and therefore possess an intrinsic value
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In spite of Anderson's exemplary study, in spite of a plethora
of classroom observation systems, in spite of Wolf's focus on tranmsactionms,
in spite of what‘seems to haye amounted to virtually a quantum-jump in
bemphasis on assessing proceSS'variables, our methodology has for(the
most part lagged behind. How.can we capture the essential quality of a
classroom event? How can we describe, assess; summarize, synthesize,
and report in any meaningful way just what has transpired in any one
event and what its 1mplications are for the total educational process’
Lacking answers to these questions, I am going to proceed now to what I

see as the more recent change in our conceptualization of assessment.

Assessing the Context of Education

In their 1ntroduction to State Educational Assessment Programs,

‘Dyer and Rosenthal (1971, p. ix) note three impacts on educational

assessment during the middle 1960's.

. The first was the formation in’ 1964 of the Explora—
- tory Committee on the Assessment of Progress in
‘Bducation, which eventuated in the National Assess-—
:ment program.now underway. ‘The - second evert was the
endctment of the Elementary and Qecondary Education
Act of 1965, which: included a requirement that
: hschool systems assess- by objectrve means the. effects

. on student ‘achievement produced by federally funded
,,‘xprograms for- the.educationallyﬂdeprrved-g .The: third ,
-”fuas the publication.in 966 -of “the™ ‘Coleman” ‘report. on"; o
L 1itv of Bducational Opportunity, which attempted .
- tO.assess,: againfin?terms ‘of - measuredlpupil.achieve—’f';

. ‘ment, the quality,or;service ‘the': schoolswwere supplying
‘Tto various segmentsfof the population = :

e Ihe immediate‘impact of these d_v

educational assessmentfwas a‘renewed concern for easu
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need fot a broader kind of assessmentf In particular, evaluation reports
from the earlier projects funded under ESEA were essentially useless for
assessing the total impact of this act on American education. The data
collected were simply not amenable to aggregation and interpretation in
a way which would be useful to administrators or legislators at the
national level. Partially as a result of experiences of this sort,
;officialslin the U.S. Office of Education have tried several different
sttategies for evaluating programs of mational scope-. One approach has
been to contract mith organizations or in&iﬁidnals.specifically to eval-
uate these,national ptograms apart from the indiVidual p:ojects. For
many reasons,‘these efforts have‘most commonly;generated,an inordinate
amount of mutual antagonism'for the partiesinvolveclr The‘other,most
visible attempt to deal with the problem is (or was) the Federal-State
Joint Task.Force on’Evaluation, better known as the "Belmont-Project."
| This progect, noble in its conception, chaotic in its implementation,
- now_ seems likely to become an outstanding example of a proJect gone
'awry;? . .
| Ue have seen earlier in this presentation that Tyler s i

rationale for focusing.assessment efforts on changes in pupil.performance

:continnes, and rightly so, to be a. pervasively adopted one.. We nave also if

.seen,the emergence of a concern for hor program,is implemented for f:we;“"
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My contention is that the new demands on educational assessment
as a result of the growth of such broad educational intervention programs
as Project Headstart, Title I of the 1965 ESEA, and Project Follow-
Through could not be met by applying the models and strategies based on
earlier conceptualizations. David Cohen (1270, p. 213) has described
some of the differences between these newer programs and the traditiomal
objects of educational evaluations:

) they are social action programs, and as such are

not focused narrowly on teachers’ in-service training

or on a science curriculum, but aim broadly at improv-

ing education for the disadvantaged; (2) the new pro-

grams are directed not at a school or a school district,
but at millions of children, in thousands of schools

in hundréds of school jurisdictions in all the states;

(3) they are not conceived and executed by a teacher,

principal, a superintendent, or a researcher——they

" were created by the Congress and are administered by

federal ageuncies far from the school districts which

actually design and conduct the individual prOJects.

Perhaps because such»programs as Cohen has described involve
the allocation of a substantial portion of a finite pool of resources,
‘some writers have argued that one important role of evaluators lies in
questioning the legitimacy and value of the obJectIves of the program
,_beine evalaated. Although it takes us beyond the limits of "assessment
'(but not of "evaluation"), one aspect of a recent evaluation (Stake and

w.GJQrde, 1971) exemplifies this newer’approachl_ The evaluation of the

"Twin City Institute for Talented Ybuth CTCITY) dealt more explicitly

;'with pro;ect goals than is uSually the case.‘ In the words of 1ts

”director, "Th? primary objective of the Twin City Institute is to creater”

wi,an educational program that has strong academic and social appeal for ?ifhf-‘
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students who possess a variety of artistic, language, scientific and
leadership talents."” (Stake and Gjerde, 1971, p. 4). He goes on to
talk abcut "an atmosphere of freedom," an emphasis on inguiry, openness,
creativity, and the "humanizing" aspects of learning.

One unique component of this evaluation report is the inclu-
sion of "An Adversary's Statement” (Deamny, 1971, p. 27). Among his
criticisms is the following: |

How costly is this Institute? Dollar costs are suffi-

cient to give each group of six studeants $1,C00 to

design and conduct their own summer experience. Over

100 Upward Bound students could be readied for their

college careers...About twenty~five expert curriculum

specialists could be supported for half a year to

design and develop nmew curricula for the high school.

Now, I prefer not to call this aspect of evaluation "assessment.'
(Remember, earlier I 1ndicated that evaluation is something more than
assessment. You should have been picking up some cues as to the nature
of the differences as we go along ) Yet the approach reflected in
Denny s statement can influence the nature of what is done in the name

| of assessment. Specifically, what seems to be happening with somewhat
greater frequency now than in the past is that evaluators are addressing
themselves to the issue of goals and values, especially in the context
of competition for resources. Recent studies by Gooler (1971) and
McQuarrie (1971) represent explorations of alternative methodologies for -
”quantifying 3udgments of value anilpriority. The relationship of this :
lconcern w1th&va1ues and priorities to the broadening of our concept of

‘r}~educational assessment, not the particular methodological approachesf'

tnat might be ntilized is.of concern here.,
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Essentially, the argument begins with an assertion that an
important component o%f educational assessment should be a coneideration
of the intents of the object being evaluated as those intents are related
to the value (priority) structures of important reference groups. Con-
sider such reference groups as, say, parents, school board members,
various community organizations, school administrators, teachers, and
pupils. How highly do these groups value what a particular educational
program seeks to accomplish? Inlparticular,‘what other legitimate edu-
cational goals are they nilling to sacrifice in oxdex. to sapport{EQis
program? The questions of'cost raised by Denny in the TCITY evaluation
(Stake and Gjerde, 1971) are in iact amenmable to this kind of assess-
ment. It is certainly within the realm of possibility to undertake an
assessment of relative priorities of reference groups with respect to
tﬁe alternatives suggested by Denny (and others he did not consider).
Some creativity would be needed in developing appropriate assessment
strategies, but we can certainly get some information about how the
~various groups would choose among the TCITY approach with its focus on
talented yOuth' a'perect to prepare Upward Bound students for college,k
the support of expert curriculum specialists to design and develop new |
high school currlcula .or some other educational program,_ Stake (1970b)‘
'——that name does keep coming up-has made a plea for incorporating such
data into our conceptualization of educational assessment., His colleagues B
‘and students, ag least are attempting to honor that plea.ipu. |
| | Values and priorities are but one aspect of the context of

J'/education.v Other aspects of the context in,which.formal educational ‘ jff};
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programs occur have likewise been receiving increased emphasis.recently.
The developmeat of the "CIPP" model for evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1969)
—with "C" for context, "I" for input, "P" for process, and "P" for
product——and the presentation of the so-called “countenance model"
(Stake, 1967) have focused our attzntion on the importance of considering
contexts when assessing educational activities.‘ Of course, it should
be remembered that the "accreditation model™ of evaluation repr.esented
by such groups as the North Central Association has for well over half
a cmtury focused almost exclusively on "context" varia‘bles, but with a
much more limited methodology than is being advocated here. (For a
more complete description of the accreditation approach, see Stake {19701:}
or especially Glass [undated].) -

Perhaps I‘»ought to elaborate on what I mean by “‘context varia-

bles." My notion is a broad one with many levels of meaning -It includes,

» ~.‘_but seems not to coinc:.de precisely with Stake s (1967) "antecedents

Stufflebeam s (1969) "context." At the most genera.. level context
»variables refer to the soc:.al, philosophical h:l.ston.cal anrhropologi-
cal, economic, and political milieus in- which educational programs ’

| function. Yes' A.ll of these—-and I may have 1eft out a few——are a part'
g of the context of education. : ‘Only a subset of them is at all amenable

- to: assessment,“ and a. still smal.l.er subset is included :.n the domain of

, feasibility.,_ 'l‘he kind of value or priority assessment discussed earlier .
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'expectations about, say, ,cooperation versus competition. ’ Thatﬁis, :

: one could assess attitudes of appropriate reference,groups concerning

'w.the extent to which cooperation among 1nd1viduals should (a value

'Istatement) be fostered in a/particular educational program, then observe

_-the extent to'which the classroom,behav1ors of pupils match or deviate f

| from these ezpectations.;

As another example, one might con31der the combination of f

say, the.polltical—social—economic contexts in contem”:'ary Amerlca as-'

'«ffhe basis for assessing the federally—based social action programs in

Y

”*education. Cohen s (1970) discussion presents a superb rarionale for ,."

.ﬂ?{such an approach. v;f5;7'

At another level, the physical settlng and facilities in

“ﬁdwhich a.program is carried out are a part of the context.r Assessments.r

ioby regional or: national accredlting agencies place considerable emphasiS'f
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,references cited earlier, Dav1s [1945]). >Mbst evaluation activities,.
.;however, have tended to underplay their importance. One'consequence
iof recent Writings by such evaluation theorists as’ Stake (1967) and

members of the,Phi Delta Kappa National Study Commission on Evaluation

(Stufflebeam, et al., 1971) has been at 1east to remind us that such .

‘-variables often bear an Important relationship to the perceived success
-or. failure of a program. This 1ncreased attention to context represents,

'to me, the magor current thrust in educational asseSSment._ s

'"f‘Perspective and.Prospective

In the preceding sections, I have traced the”development of '
1educational assessment through~three stages. In the beginning was'
‘Ralph Tyler and the commandments of product-oriented assessment..
| Many years later came the deluge of national curriculum proJects,:
'i fbllowed by the process-servers, with their faith that we could under— B |

. stand outcome'variables 1f only we were to’ look at "what went on..f The -

fv4most.recent article of faith takes context "lﬁits tex-.- We will finally

h‘xunderstand outcomo ﬂriables 1f only we consider the context 1l*which
,_j#fithe processes occur., I could put everything 1nto one multiple—choice
'.3question.‘ (Isn t that”wherepit s

7The.quest10n° f”
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: lf e ,Context measures addressing themselves to general
A issues of value and priority and particular issues
- ' - of env1ronmenta1 Settlng ‘ : .
‘-”vé; ane of the~above. -
o e. All. of the above. -
11;The’poet Wallace Stevens‘once-wrote a poem entitled "Thirteengbg
‘Jways of Looklng at ‘a Blackblrd." ,While T do not*mean to Suggest any
‘commonallty hetween educatlonal assessment and blackblrds (although
':*various other metaphors relating educational measnrers, assessors, or
‘ *fevaluators‘to'ce; ain kinds of birds come readily to mlnd the owl‘
lthe falcon, or possibly the albatross- depending on one 'S or::.entat::.on),"“"‘-'~
Stevens poem does prov1de a useful analogy for me.l In this presenta-
tlon, I have illustrated one way of looking at educational assessment.-r:'

o The perspectrve. chose has resulted in my selecting certain attrihutes_'

. to observe and descrlbe.: Mbre rmportantly, perhaps, there are other

'attributes Which one should obﬂerve and describe, grven some other per—f

”’wspective.i Educational assessment 1s complex and multi—faceted._ No

;assessment of assessment can capture all 1ts d"en31ons., Think about

'fthat.» Then reestate it like this. any educational activity is complex %j

: ~Q£a_d multl—faceted.; No*assessment of;aﬁprogr m capturevall 1ts d:men—* L;oET

As:l.,ons. ; Think about that




" '_along the way. : It represents but one perspect:r.ve on ."the way thmgs
'are.' One perspective is not enough. Many perspect:wes are needed.
In concluding thlS presentatlon, I cons:.dered using the

: “ ._hat struck too close to home. _ I a_l.so considered the story related

o ,lrby MeSSJ-Ck (1970) about the rabbin"cal student named Ezekiel, but hlSv_. e

' 'v.':,use of q.t was nmch more appropriate than m1ne would be. I chose
'vf:Lnstea’d to turn to another poem by Wallace Stevens,v "Connoisseur of ‘
C'naos, which beginstl k i . : g R

s A.r A vi olent” order is. disorder' and’

B.; A great disorder ‘is-an: order.- These

Two things are one._ (Pages of illustratlons )

What I have presented here is thus aptly described. _‘-Need'.f,I

say more?, -
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